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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-30 have been presented for examination. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because of the following. Figure 3 contains words 
that are typed over lines, making the drawing appear crowded and unclear. Figure 3 as 
well as Figure 5 contains text that has been "cut off on the bottom, for example, 
element 303 in Figure 3 and element 1406 in Figure 5. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

4. The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. See page 2, line 2. Applicant is required to 
delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See 
MPEP§ 608.01. 

5. Paragraph 0032, line 4 refers to element 304 in Figure 4, however, it appears it 
should refer to element 404. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claims 1, 21-23, 27 and 28 are objected to because of the following informalities. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 1, line 3, recites "a simulator handling the HDL portion' 5 . It is requested that 
the word "handling" be revised to further clarify what the simulator is doing. For 
example, the simulator "simulating" or "executing" the HDL portion. 

8. Claim 1 , line 4, "general language portion" would be better if written, "general 
programming language portion". 

9. Claims 21, 22 and 23 recite, "The method of claim 18 the act...", it would be 
better if written, "The method of claim 18 in which the act..." 
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10. Claim 2 1 , lines 2-3 recites, "a message sent to the processing of the second 
language portion". It is unclear what "the processing" is referring to and should be 
revised for clarity. 

1 1 . Claim 27, line 5, recites "a simulator handling the HDL portion". It is requested 
that the word "handling" be revised to further clarify what the simulator is doing. For 
example, the simulator "simulating" or."executing" the HDL portion. 

12. Claim 27, line 6, "general language portion" would be better if written, "general 
programming language portion". 

13. Claim 28, line 6, recites "a simulator handling the HDL portion". It is requested 
that the word "handling" be revised to further clarify what the simulator is doing. For 
example, the simulator "simulating" or "executing" the HDL portion. 

14. Claim 28, lines 4-5, "general language portion" would be better if written, "general 
programming language portion". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

15. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

16. Claims 1-17, 24, 27, 28 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

17. Claim 1 recites "a simulator request" and "an external debugger" in line 5. It is 
unclear whether the "request" from "a simulator" is from the same "simulator" in line 3, 
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or a different simulator. It is also unclear whether "an external debugger" refers to the 
same "external debugger" in line 4. 

1 8. Claims 1 , 27 and 28 are directed to a method, process and system "for 
simultaneous debugging of an electrical design". However, the steps that follow are 
directed to "interrupting a simulator", "handling a simulator request with an external 
debugger" and "executing the request processing function at the simulator". It is unclear 
how these limitations "debug" the "electrical design". 

1 9. Claims 14 and 24 recite the limitation "call expf. It appears that "expf is some 
expression that can be variable based on some expression that can be defined by a 
user to be called by a software function. The variability of this statement "expf is 
therefore vague and indefinite since it does not define an actual expression that is being 
called. 

20. Claims 27 and 30 recite, "a computer program product comprising a computer 
usable medium having executable code to execute a process" and "a computer 
program product comprising a computer usable medium having executable code to 
execute a method". Although it is recited that the medium has code that will execute, 
there is no recitation of a computer actually causing the code to execute, thereby 
implementing the process or method steps that are further recited. 

21 . Claim 27 recites "a simulator request" and "an external debugger" in line 7. It is 
unclear whether the "request" from "a simulator" is from the same "simulator" in line 5, 
or a different simulator. It is also unclear whether "an external debugger" refers to the 
same "external debugger" in line 6. 
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22. Claim 28 recites "a simulator request" and "an external debugger" in line 6. It is 
unclear whether the "request" from "a simulator" is from the same "simulator" in line 3, 
or a different simulator. It is also unclear whether "an external debugger" refers to the 
same "external debugger" in line 4. 

23. Claim 30 recites, "A system for simultaneous processing of a design..." and 
further recites, "the method comprising" in line 4. It is unclear what is being claimed, 
either "a system" or "the method". 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC § 101 

24. 35 U.S. C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

25. Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

26. Claims 1-17 and 28 are directed to a method and system for simultaneous 
debugging of an electrical design. Claims 18-26 are directed to a method for 
simultaneous processing of a design that is based upon multiple programming 
languages. This claimed subject matter lacks a practical application of a judicial 
exception (law of nature, abstract idea, naturally occurring phenomenon) since it fails to 
produce a useful, concrete and tangible result. Specifically, the claimed subject matter 
does not produce a tangible result because the claimed subject matter fails to produce a 
result that is limited to having a real world value rather than a result that may be 
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interpreted to be abstract in nature, as, for example, a thought, a computation or 
manipulated data. More specifically, the claimed subject matter provides for "executing 
the request processing function at the simulator to respond to the simulator request" 
and "executing the request processing function at the first language portion to process 
the one or more waiting requests". These produced "results" remain in the abstract and 
thus, fails to achieve the required status of having a real world value. The "executing" of 
the requests is a result that remains embodied within the computer and does not appear 
to produce an output that can be used by a user or that is applied in a practical 
application. 

27. Claims 27 and 29 are is directed to "a computer program product comprising a 
computer usable medium having executable code to execute a process", "the process 
comprising..." and "a computer program product comprising a computer usable medium 
having executable code to execute a method", "the method comprising..." Paragraph 
0041 of the specification recites that the term "computer useable medium" can take the 
form of "transmission media" that can take the form of "carrier waves" and light waves", 
which is directed to a claim to an improper computer-readable medium. A claim reciting 
a signal encoded with functional descriptive material fails to fall within any of the 
categories of patentable subject matter west forth under 35 USC 101. Further, the 
claimed subject matter lacks a practical application of a judicial exception (law of nature, 
abstract idea, naturally occurring phenomenon) since it fails to produce a useful, 
concrete and tangible result. Specifically, the claimed subject matter does not produce a 
tangible result because the claimed subject matter fails to produce a result that is limited 
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to having a real world value rather than a result that may be interpreted to be abstract in 
nature, as, for example, a thought, a computation or manipulated data. More 
specifically, the claimed subject matter provides for "executing the request processing 
function at the simulator to respond to the'simulator request" and "executing the request 
processing function at the first language portion to process the one or more waiting 
requests". These produced "results" remain in the abstract and thus, fails to achieve the 
required status of having a real world value. The "executing" of the requests is a result 
that remains embodied within the computer and does not appear to produce an output 
that can be used by a user or that is applied in a practical application. 
28. Claim 30 recites "a system" and "the method comprising". It is unclear whether "a 
system" or "the method" is being claimed, therefore, fails to fall within any of the 
categories of patentable subject matter west forth under 35 USC 1 01 . Further, the 
claimed subject matter lacks a practical application of a judicial exception (law of nature, 
abstract idea, naturally occurring phenomenon) since it fails to produce a useful, 
concrete and tangible result. Specifically, the claimed subject matter does not produce a 
tangible result because the claimed subject matter fails to produce a result that is limited 
to having a real world value rather than a result that may be interpreted to be abstract in 
nature, as, for example, a thought, a computation or manipulated data. More 
specifically, the claimed subject matter provides for "executing the request processing 
function at the first language portion to process the one or more waiting requests". This 
produced "result" remains in the abstract and thus, fails to achieve the required status of 
having a real world value. The "executing" of the requests is a result that remains 
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embodied within the computer and does not appear to produce an output that can be 
used by a user or that is applied in a practical application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

29. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention vyas made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 ,56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

30. Claims 1-7, 12-17, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hollander in view of Martinolle et al ( ,l A Procedural Language 
Interface for VHDL", Proceedings of the Verilog HDL Conference and VHDL 
International Users Forum, 1998, pages 32-38). 

31 . As to Claims 1 , 27 and 28, Hollander teaches: a method for simultaneous 
debugging (column 10, lines 39-43, lines 50-58; column 11, lines 2-5) of an electrical 



Application/Control Number: 10/784,125 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2123 

design having both an HDL portion (Figure 5, element 170; column 10, lines 35-36) and 
a general programming language portion (Figure 5, elements 172, 163; column 10, lines 
24-28), comprising: interrupting a simulator handling the HDL portion, the simulator 
interrupted by an external debugger (column 5, lines 44-48; column 10, lines 12-13, 
lines 44-50), the external debugger for debugging the general language portion (column 
10, lines 50-58; column 11, lines 2-16) and handling feedback from the simulator with 
the external debugger (column 7, lines 18-21; column 8, lines 18-19) and requesting 
information from the simulator (Figure 4; column 9, lines 58-65). 

32. Hollander does not expressly teach: handling a simulator request with an 
external debugger, the external debugger calling a request processing function at the 
simulator, and executing the request processing function at the simulator to respond to 
the simulator request. 

33. Martinolle et al teaches that the VHDL community recognized that a standard C 
procedural interface was needed to complement VHDL, and therefore teaches a VHDL 
interface, VHPI, that is very similar to the Verilog Procedural Interface (VPI), that is 
essential to use in a mixed language design (conclusion, lines 1-9). The VHPI as taught 
by Martinolle et al has interaction capabilities with a simulation wherein a C model or 
application using VHPI can communicate with a simulator, the interactions including 
handling a simulator request with an external debugger (section 2.4, lines 3-5, section 3, 
paragraph 1 , lines 7-1 1 ), the external debugger calling a request processing function at 
the simulator (section 2.4, lines 15-40), and executing the request processing function 
at the simulator to respond to the simulator request (section 2.4, lines 1 5-40). 
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34. Hollander and Martinolle et al are analogous art since they are both directed to 
interfacing between a simulator having a HDL portion and a general language portion. 

35. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was 
made to modify the method for simultaneous debugging of an electrical design having 
both an HDL portion and a general programming language portion as taught in 
Hollander to further include the handling a simulator request with an external debugger 
(section 2.4, lines 3-5, section 3, paragraph 1 , lines 7-11), the external debugger calling 
a request processing function at the simulator (section 2.4, lines 15-40), and executing 
the request processing function at the simulator to respond to the simulator request 
(section 2.4, lines 15-40) as taught in Martinolle et al since Martinolle et al teaches that 
the VHDL community recognized that a standard C procedural interface was needed to 
complement VHDL, and therefore teaches a VHDL interface, VHPI, that is very similar 
to the Verilog Procedural Interface (VPI), that is essential to use in a mixed language 
design (conclusion, lines 1-9). 

36. As to Claim 2, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the simulator request 
accesses a portion of the HDL portion (Hollander: column 7, lines 27-28; column 13, 
lines 38-41). 

37. As to Claim 3, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the simulator request 
accesses HDL signal values (Hollander: column 9, lines 58-65: Martinolle et al: section 
2.4, lines 37-40; section 3, paragraph 2, lines 7-9). 
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38. As to Claim 4, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the simulator request 
accesses HDL design hierarchy (Martinolle et al: Introduction, paragraph 2, lines 1-3; 
section 3, paragraph 1, lines 3-7, paragraph 2, lines 1-7). 

39. As to Claim 5, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the simulator request 
operates simulator functionality (Martinolle et al: section 2.4, lines 2-7). 

40. As to Claim 6, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the general 
programming language portion comprises C, C++, orSystemC code (Hollander: column 
10, lines 27-28; Martinolle et al: section 2.4, lines 3-5). 

41 . As to Claim 7, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the HDL portion 
comprises VHDL orVerilog (Hollander: column 6, lines 37-39, lines 61-63; column 10, 
lines 34-35; Martinolle et al: section 2.4, lines 2-5; Introduction, paragraph 3, lines 1-4). 

42. As to Claim 12, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the simulator request 
is generated at a simulator GUI (Hollander: column 10, line 59-column 1 1 , line 8, Figure 
6; Martinolle et al teaches: section 2.4, lines 30-40). 

43. As to Claim 13, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the response to the 
simulator request is displayed at the simulator GUI (Hollander: column 10, line 59- 
column 1 1 , line 8, Figure 6). 

44. As to Claim 14, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the external debugger 
calls the request processing function at the simulator with the following statement: call 
expr (Martinolle et al: section 2.4, lines 15-40). 
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45. As to Claims 15, Hollander in view of Martinolte et al teach: the simulator request 
is routed through a debugger GUI for the external debugger (Hollander: column 1 0, line 
59-column 1 1 , line 8, Figure 6; Martinolle et al teaches: section 2.4, lines 30-40). 

46. As to Claim 16, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the simulator request 
is directly routed to the external debugger (Hollander: column 1 0, line 59-column 1 1 , 
line 8, Figure 6; Martinolle et al teaches: section 2.4, lines 30-40). 

47. As to Claim 17, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach: the request processing 
function is set up ahead of time at the simulator to handle anticipated simulator requests 
(Hollander: column 5, lines 44-48; column 1 1 , lines 6-8; Martinolle et al: section 2.4,. 
lines 5-7, 15-17). 

48. Claims 8-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hollander in view of Martinolle et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Chan (US Patent 6,466, 898). 

49. Hollander in view of Martinolle et al teach a method for simultaneous debugging 
of an electrical design wherein an external debugger calls a request processing function 
at a simulator (Martinolle et al: section 2.4, lines 15-40). 

50. Hollander in view of Martinolle et al do not expressly teach (claim 8) the action of 
having the external debugger call the request processing function is based upon 
recognition of a waiting simulator request, (claim 9) recognition of the waiting simulator 
request is based upon a message sent to the external debugger, (claim 10) recognition 
of the waiting simulator request is based upon a periodic check of a simulator request 
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wait queue, (claim 11) recognition of the waiting simulator request is based on whether 
a threshold number of simulator requests are waiting in a simulator request wait queue. 

51 . Chan teaches a novel concurrent, multi-threaded algorithm to accelerate the 
execution of logic simulation of HGL designs that supports both VHDL and Verilog HDL 
design languages in a single platform (column 4, lines 5-16), wherein the execution of 
logic simulation events includes wherein (claim 8) the call of a request processing 
function is based upon recognition of a waiting simulator request (column 7, lines 1-7, 
lines 32-39; Figure 3, element 14), (claim 9) wherein the recognition of the waiting 
simulator request is based upon a message sent to the logic simulation program 
(column 7, lines 1-7, lines 32-39; Figure 3, element 14), wherein (claim 10) recognition 
of the waiting simulator request is based upon a periodic check of a simulator request 
wait queue (column 7, lines 1-7, lines 32-46; Figure 3, element 14), and wherein (claim 

1 1 ) recognition of the waiting simulator request is based on whether a threshold number 
of simulator requests are waiting in a simulator request wait queue (column 20, lines 55- 
66; Figure 17, element 89). 

52. Hollander in view of Martinolle et al and Chan are analogous art since they are 
both directed to the simulation of a HDL design. 

53. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method for simultaneous debugging of an electrical 
design wherein an external debugger calls a request processing function at a simulator 
as taught by Hollander in view of Martinolle et al to further include the call of a request 
processing function is based upon recognition of a waiting simulator request, wherein 
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the recognition of the waiting simulator request is based upon a message sent to the 
logic simulation program, wherein recognition of the waiting simulator request is based 
upon a periodic check of a simulator request wait queue, and wherein recognition of the 
waiting simulator request is based on whether a threshold number of simulator requests 
are waiting in a simulator request wait queue as taught in Chan since Chan teaches a 
novel concurrent, multi-threaded algorithm to accelerate the execution of logic 
simulation of HGL designs that supports both VHDL and Verilog HDL design languages 
in a single platform (column 4, lines 5-16). 

54. Claims 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hollander in view of Martinolle et al and further in view of Chan. 

55. As to Claims 18, 29 and 30, Hollander teaches: a method for simultaneous 
processing of a design (column 10, lines 39-43, lines 50-58; column 11, lines 2-5) that is 
based upon multiple programming languages, the multiple programming languages 
comprising a first language portion (Figure 5, element 170; column 10, lines 35-36) and 
a second language portion (Figure 5, elements 172, 163; column 10, lines 24-28), in 
which processing of the second language portion interrupts processing of the first 
language portion (column 5, lines 44-48; column 10, lines 12-13, lines 44-50), the 
method comprising: processing the second language portion of the design causing an 
interruption of processing for the first language portion (column 5, lines 44-48; column 
10, lines 12-13, lines 44-50); 
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56. Hollander does not expressly teach: determining whether there are one or more 
waiting requests for processing of the first language portion; handling the one or more 
waiting requests for processing of the first language portion by having processing of the 
second language portion call a request processing function at the first language portion; 
and executing the request processing function at the first language portion to process 
the one or more waiting requests. 

57. Martinolle et al teaches that the VHDL community recognized that a standard C 
procedural interface was needed to complement VHDL, and therefore teaches a VHDL 
interface, VHPI, that is very similar to the Verilog Procedural Interface (VPI), that is 
essential to use in a mixed language design (conclusion, lines 1-9). The VHPI as taught 
by Martinolle et al has interaction capabilities with a simulation wherein a C model or 
application using VHPI can communicate with a simulator, the interactions including 
handling one or more requests for processing of the first language portion by having 
processing of the second language portion call a request processing function at the first 
language portion and executing the request processing function at the first language 
portion to process the one or more requests (section 2.4, lines 3-5, lines 15-40). 

58. Hollander and Martinolle et al are analogous art since they are both directed to 
the logic simulation of mixed language designs. 

59. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of simultaneous processing of a design that is 
based on multiple programming languages as taught in Hollander to further include the 
handling one or more requests for processing of the first language portion by having 
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processing of the second language portion call a request processing function at the first 
language portion and executing the request processing function at the first language 
portion to process the one or more requests as taught by Martinolle et al since 
Martinolle et al teaches that the VHDL community recognized that a standard C 
procedural interface was needed to complement VHDL, and therefore teaches a VHDL 
interface, VHPI, that is very similar to the Verilog Procedural Interface (VP I), that is 
essential to use in a mixed language design (conclusion, lines 1-9). 

60. Hollander in view of Martinolle et al do not expressly teach: determining whether 
there are one or more waiting requests for processing of the first language portion. 

61 . Chan teaches a novel concurrent, multi-threaded algorithm to accelerate the 
execution of logic simulation of HGL designs that supports both VHDL and Verilog HDL 
design languages in a single platform (column 4, lines 5-16), wherein event-driven logic 
simulation, as known in the art and by the invention as taught in Chan, includes 
determining whether there are one or more waiting requests for processing of a portion 
of the mixed language design (column 7, lines 1-7, lines 32-39; Figure 3, element 14; 
Figure 8, element 42). 

62. Hollander in view of Martinolle et al and Chan are analogous art since they are all 
directed to the simulation of a mixed language design. 

63. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the simultaneous processing of a based on multiple 
programming languages as taught by Hollander in view of Martinolle et al to further 
include determining whether there are one or more requests waiting for processing a 
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portion of the design as taught in Chan since Chan teaches a novel concurrent, multi- 
threaded algorithm to accelerate the execution of logic simulation of HGL designs that 
supports both VHDL and Verilog HDL design languages in a single platform (column 4, 
lines 5-16) and further teaches that event driven simulation, as known in the art, 
includes determining whether there are one or more waiting requests for processing of a 
portion of the mixed language design (column 7, lines 1-7, lines 32-39; Figure 3, 
element 14; Figure 8, element 42). 

64. As to Claim 1 9, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the one or more waiting requests are for accessing data from the first language portion 
of the design (Hollander: column 5, lines 44-49; column 9, lines 58-65; Martinolle et al: 
section 2.4, lines 37-40; section 3, paragraph 2, lines 7-9). 

65. As to Claim 20, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the one or more waiting requests are for debugging the first language portion 
(Hollander: column 10, lines column 4, lines 45-47; column 5, lines 39-50; column 9, 
lines 58-65; column 10, lines 43-61). 

66. As to Claim 21 , Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the act of determining whether there are one or more waiting requests for processing of 
the first language portion is based upon a message sent to the processing of the 
second language portion (Martinolle: section 2.4, lines 2-5, lines 15-17; Chan: column 7, 
lines 1-7, lines 32-39; Figure 3, element 14). 

67. As to Claim 22, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the act of determining whether there are one or more waiting requests for processing of 
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the first language portion is based a periodic check of a request wait queue for the first 
language portion (Chan: column 7, lines 1-7, lines 32-46; Figure 3, element 14). 

68. As to Claim 23, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the act of determining whether there are one or more waiting requests for processing of 
the first language portion is based on whether a threshold number of simulator requests 
are waiting in a request wait queue (Chan: column 20, lines 55-66; Figure 17, element 
89). 

69. As to Claim 24, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the request processing function is called with the following statement: call expr 
(Martinolle et al: section 2.4, lines 15-40). 

70. As to Claim 25, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
processing the second language portion comprises debugging the second language 
portion (Hollander: column 10, lines 24-28, lines 39-42, lines 54-56; column 10, line 67- 
column 1 1 , line 5; Chan: column 10, lines 37-42). 

71 . As to Claim 26, Hollander in view of Martinolle et al in further view of Chan teach: 
the request processing function is set up ahead of time to handle anticipated requests 
(Hollander: column 5, lines 44-48; column 1 1 , lines 6-8; Martinolle et al: section 2.4, 
lines 5-7, 15-17). 
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Conclusion 

72. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

73. Zammit et al (US Patent 7,146,300) teaches a method for co-simulating a digital 
circuit using a simulation engine which communicates with one or more first 
programming languages by means of a foreign language interface and which 
communicates directly with one or more second programming language. 

74. Powell (US Patent 7,058,562) teaches an apparatus that performs event 
processing in a mixed-language simulator. 

75. Flake et al (US Patent 7,035,781) teaches an HDL simulator having an 
automated interface to compiled or interpreted application code written in a general 
purpose language. 

76. Schubert et al (US Patent 6,581,191) teaches techniques and systems for 
analysis, diagnosis and debugging fabricated hardware designs at a HDL level. 

77. Yu et al (US Patent 6,263,303) teaches a simulator for simulating 
hardware/software behavior of embedded systems and teaches simulator event 
queues. 

78. Bahra et al (US Patent 6,226,780) teaches a method and apparatus that can 
support multiple HDLs wherein a graphical design tool supports a first HDL and design 
data is provided in a second HDL. The invention generates an interface description for 
the design data written in the first HDL, and then generates a graphical design unit 
based on the interface description. 
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79. McKinney, Michael ("Integrating Perl, Tel and C++ into Simulation-Based ASIC 
Verification Environments", Proceedings of the 6 th IEEE International High-Level Design 
Validation and Test Workshop, 2001, pages 19-24) teaches a simulation based ASIC 
verification environment that includes Perl, Tel and C++ wherein the Tel gives users 
access to internal simulator events and variables. 

80. Bombana et al ("SystemC-VHDL Co-Simulation and Synthesis in the HW 
Domain", Design, Automation and Test in Europe Conference and Exhibition, 2003, 
pages 101-105) teaches the analysis and formulation of a design methodology able to 
mix abstraction levels and languages for HW development, combining behavioral 
synthesis and SystemCA/HDL cosimulation. 
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81 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Mary C. Jacob whose telephone number is 571-272-6249. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F 7AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiners 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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